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PREFACE. 


“ The  endowments  which  well-meaning  and  liberal  persons  have 
“created  for  the  encouragement  of  learning  in  its  different  de- 
partments must  always  he  regulated  by  the  state  of  knowledge 
“ on  the  subject  at  the  time  of  their  creation;  if  they  encourage 
“and  direct,  they  have  also  a tendency  to  narrow  and  confine. 
“It  is  wonderful  how  soon  in  all  such  subjects  an  orthodox  school 
“springs  up  when  there  is  a foundation  round  which  it  may 
“ cluster,  and  how  speedily  the  tendency  developes  itself  to  put 
“ down  and  stifle  inquiry,  by  affixing  to  its  results  some  name 
“implying  disapprobation  and  contempt.” — See  Times,  January 
Uth,  1866. 

I have  placed  the  above  extract  from  a leading 
article  in  the  Times  at  the  head  of  the  little  I have 
to  say  introductory  to  the  Comments,  because  the 
treatment  of  the  question  about  Homoeopathy  re- 
markably illustrates  the  truth  of  the  reflection.  The 
Medical  Profession  have  a College  of  Physicians,  a 
College  of  Surgeons,  and  an  Apothecaries’  Company,  all 
endowed  with  certain  privileges  ; and  “ never  has  the 
“ tendency  to  put  down  and  stifle  inquiry,  by  affixing 
“to  its  results  some  name  implying  disapprobation 
“and  contempt”  been  more  strikingly  exemplified  than 
the  course  taken  with  respect  to  Homoeopathy,  by 
Members  of  the  Profession  who  have  written  against 
it.  I wish  to  guard  against  my  being  supposed  to 
prefer  any  charge  against  the  Colleges  in  their  cor 
porate  capacity ; I really  do  not  know  what  action 
they  may  have  taken,  or  whether  they  have  taken 
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any  in  the  matter  ; but  I have  read  reports  of  dis- 
cussions on  the  subject  at  several  Medical  Societies, 
and  a more  miserable  exhibition  of  ignorance,  bigotry, 
and  intolerance,  from  men  belonging  to  a professedly 
liberal  profession  can  scarcely  be  conceived. — It  is 
but  too  evident  that  Dr.  J ones  very  imperfectly  rea- 
lized the  responsibility  of  his  position,  on  being- 
selected  to  deliver  the  Address  ; and  this  is  the  more 
to  be  lamented,  as  there  are  in  it  some  remarks  which 
encourage  the  belief  that  he  is  more  than  a Christian 
merely  in  name,  but  when  such  a one  does  commit 
so  grievous  a fault  as  he  has,  it  is  the  more  incumbent 
that  it  should  be  pointed  out  and  rebuked.  The 
first  effect  of  rebuke  usually  excites  only  anger,  but 
reflection  occasionally  leads  to  a review  of  the  circum- 
stances which  have  drawn  it  forth,  and  perhaps  con- 
science sometimes  whispers — •“  It  is  deserved.”  In 
animadverting  upon  a very  grave  offence  committed 
against  truth  and  candour,  I trust  I have  not  exceeded 
the  bounds  of  Christian  courtesy.  I can  truly  say  it 
has  been  my  earnest  endeavour  not  to  do  so.  With 
respect  to  the  question  of  the  acceptance  of  Homoeo- 
pathy by  the  Profession  at  large,  it  will  sooner  or 
later  be  resolved  into  one  of  bread  and  butter.  As 
long  as  the  Practitioner  of  the  old  school  can  get 
patients,  the  great  majority  will  probably  continue 
to  ignore  the  claims  of  the  new,  but  as  the  know- 
ledge of  its  superiority  over  the  old  spreads  amongst 
the  people,  there  will  be  a continually  increasing 
number  of  patients  who  will  seek  its  aid,  and  the 
result  will  be  that  the  Allopaths  must  either  learn 
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the  principles  and  adopt  the  practice  of  Homoeopathy 
or  starve.  As  I am  unable  to  separate  the  remarks 
from  the  writer  of  them,  the  Comments  are  neces- 
sarily personal.  I think,  as  this  is  the  case,  that  I 
should  not  be  justified  in  publishing  them  anony- 
mously ; I have,  therefore,  for  this  reason,  and  for 
this  reason  alone,  appended  my  name. 

D.  SCOTT-SMITH. 

Heath  Lodge,  Hanwell,  IV., 

13th  January,  I860. 


. 


T HE  COMMENT  S. 


In  a notice  in  the  Record  of  the  3rd  instant  of  an 
Address  delivered  at  St.  Mary’s  Hospital  Medical 
School,  at  the  commencement  of  the  Winter  Session, 
1865,  by  Dr.  C.  H.  Jones,  M.B.,  Cantab,  F.R.S., 
the  Reviewer  commends  the  remarks  on  “ Homoeo- 
pathy to  the  general  reader  as  well  worthy  of  atten- 
tion,” observing  that  “ they  have  the  clear  genuine 
ring  of  sound  philosophy  and  simple  common  sense." 
I have  for  many  years  taken  a great  interest  in  this 
cpiestion,  the  theory  of  it  is  attractive,  and  the  truth 
of  it  having  been  fully  established  by  a series  of  ex- 
periments carried  on  for  many  years,  commends  it  to 
the  judgment  from  its  simplicity — a single  medicine 
only  at  a time,  and  that  chosen  on,  humanly  speak- 
ing, an  unerring  law.  On  the  above  high  sounding 
recommendation  however  I procured  a copy  of  the 
Address,  and  have  read  it  with  attention — I am 
compelled  to  add  with  much  greater  attention  than 
I found  it  to  deserve.  I proceed  to  offer  some  remarks 
upon  it.  In  page  7,  Dr.  J ones  describes  the  Homoeo- 
pathic dogma  thus  : — “ that  those  remedies  have  a 
“ curative  virtue  in  certain  morbid  states  which  when 
“ administered  in  the  healthy  condition  of  the  system 
“ produce  these  same  morbid  states.”  This  is  rather 
awkwardly  and  certainly  not  accurately  expressed. 
It  would  be  more  correct  to  say  that  drugs,  &c., 
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which  produce  certain  symptoms  when  taken  by  a 
person  in  good  health  will  cure  a person  exhibiting 
similar  (not  identical)  symptoms  in  disease.  He  goes 
on  to  observe  that  “this  dogma  would  lead  us  if  we 
“ accepted  it  to  give  an  extract  of  the  stools  of  typhoid 
“patients  for  the  cure  of  others  laboring  under  the 
“same  fever.”  This  monstrous  and  filthy  deduction 
which  he  draws  from  the  homoeopathic  law,  proves 
one  of  two  things  : either  he  is  utterly  ignorant  what 
that  laAV  really  is,  or  he  wilfully  misrepresents  it. 
The  alternative  is  equally  discreditable,  more  es- 
pecially to  one  who  was  selected  to  give  information, 
instruction,  and  advice,  to  a large  body  of  young  men 
preparing  for  the  exercise  of  their  Profession.  It 
would  be  marvellous  to  see  how  prejudice  blinds  the 
judgment  and  perverts  the  reasoning  powers  of  even 
intellectual  men,  if  it  were  not  so  common  ; and  it 
is  therefore  possible  that  Dr.  Jones  really  thinks  that 
he  is  thus  giving  a correct  illustration  of  “ like  cures 
like.”  He  then  speaks  of  the  asserted  peculiarity 
of  Homoeopathic  medicines,  which  is  that  they  contain 
“ only  the  potent  essences  and  active  principles  of 
ordinary  drugs,”  and  observes  “ that  this  notion  is 
of  course  entirely  without  foundation,”  (how  coolly 
this  is  assumed  as  incontrovertible,  and  this  too  in 
the  teeth  of  innumerable  cases  winch  abundantly 
prove  the  truth  of  this  peculiarity).*  And  “he  thinks 

* Note. — It  Las  been  repeatedly  proposed  to  the  impugners  of  this  fact,  to 
place  themselves — being  in  good  health — in  the  hands  of  a Homoeopathic 
Practitioner — take  any  one  of  the  medicines  in  the  Materia  Medica  they  may 
select,  and  in  good  faith  carry  out  the  instructions  ho  would  give  them,  he  will 
tell  them  beforehand  the  principal  effects  it  will  have  upon  them. — I believe  I 
am  correct  in  asserting  that  in  not  one  single  instance  has  this  proposal  been 
accepted.  If  Dr.  Jojfps  bo  really  desirous  of  ascertaining  the  truth,  he  should 
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“that  when  the  case  is  thus  stated,  none,  however  they 
“maybe  in  favor  of  this  phase  of  quackery,  can  possibly 
“charge  us  with  being  indifferent  to  the  discovery  of 
“truth.”  Is  it  possible  that  this  is  Dr.  Jones’s  de- 
liberate conviction  ? Does  he  really  believe  that  when 
the  case  is  thus  stated,  any  man  of  the  most  ordinary 
intelligence  will  accept  it  as  a proof  that  they  are 
not  indifferent  to  the  discovery  of  truth  ? If  the  claim 
of  the  Profession  to  an  earnest  desire  to  discover  the 
truth  rests  on  no  better  evidence  than  this,  all  I can 
say  is  that  they  are  in  a most  pitiable  condition,  and 
their  case  a most  deplorable  one.  The  Professional 
Opponents  of  Homoeopathy  are  charged  and  most 
justly  charged,  not  only  with  being  indifferent,  but 
violently  hostile  to  the  discovery  of  the  truth  in  this 
matter  ; it  runs  so  counter  to  all  they  have  been 
taught  to  regard  as  medical  science.  What  is 
Quackery  ? It  is  a common  error  to  use  terms  with- 
out attaching  any  definite  meaning  to  them,  or  to 
attach  a meaning  they  do  not  legitimately  bear. 
Dr.  Jones  stigmatizes  Homoeopathy  as  Quackery. 
Let  us  enquire  how  the  case  stands.  There  is  among 
the  Practitioners  of  Homoeopathy,  both  in  this 
country  and  abroad,  a great  number  of  regularly 
educated  Physicians — Men  of  honorable  principle 
and  intellectual  attainments,  not  inferior  to  any 

subject  himself  to  this  test.  Dr.  Errs,  or  Dr.  Wilson  would  probably  assist 
him,  and  give  a pledge  not  to  injure  him,  but  could  not  guarantee  that  he 
•would  not  urgently  apply  for  the  administration  of  the  antidote,  even  although 
the  medicine  taken  was  of  the  two-hundredth  what  Dr.  Jones  now  calls 
attenuation,  but  would  be  constrained  to  acknowhdge  as  correctly  termed, 
potency.  But  this  is  merely  suggested  for  Dr.  Jones’s  individual  enlighten- 
ment. The  experience  of  the  Patients  who  have  been  under  Homoeopathic 
treatment  has  abundantly  satisfied  them  of  the  efficacy  of  the  medicines  they 
have  taken. 
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who  practice  Allopathy.  They  have  a rich  Materia 
Medica,  ancl  there  are  innumerable  clinical  reports 
of  cases  of  their  patients,  describing  the  symptoms, 
the  medicines  prescribed,  with  the  doses,  and  ex- 
plaining why  the  particular  medicines  are  selected, 
and  shewing  the  result.  And  this,  Dr.  Jones  stig- 
matizes as  Quackery.  I should  not  think  it  right  so 
to  designate  Allopathy  although  it  does  prescribe 
physic  without  being  able  to  assign  a scientific  reason 
why  it  might  be  expected  to  have  a beneficial  effect 
even  when  it  has  any.  And  if  this  were  given  as  a 
correct  definition  of  Quackery  it  is  difficult  to  see 
how  it  could  be  successfully  controverted.  I would 
suggest  to  Dr.  Jones  as  his  thesis  when  he  proceeds 
to  his  degree  of  M.D.  at  Cambridge,  these  two 
subjects  : — “ What  is  Quackery? — define  it.”  “ Allo- 
pathy is  not  Quackery — prove  it.”  He  is  just  now 
in  a very  dense  mental  fog  on  the  first  point,  and  if 
that  should  be  cleared  away  it  would  only  add  to  his 
difficulty  in  attempting  to  prove  the  second.  In 
failing  in  this  however,  it  does  not  necessarily  follow 
that  therefore  Allopathy  is  utterly  worthless,  but 
those  who  have  had  the  benefit  of  Homoeopathic 
treatment  need  no  other  testimony  than  their  own 
experience  to  convince  them  that  the  practice  of 
it,  founded  as  it  is  upon  a law  of  nature,  is  in- 
finitely superior  to  the  Allopathic  in  its  efficacy 
in  the  cure  of  disease.  With  respect  to  the  great 
bulk  of  Allopathic  prescriptions,  can  the  Practitioner 
say  more  than  that  he  confidently  believes  and  expects 
thev  will  be  beneficial  ? In  fact,  experience  has  not 
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even  proved  with  any  certainty  such  prescriptions 
to  be  warranted.  On  the  other  hand  the  Homoeo- 
pathic Practitioner  can  with  truth  appeal  to  ex- 
perience, and  can  moreover  assign  what  the  other  in 
almost  every  case  cannot  do — a scientific  reason  for 
choosing  the  medicine.  There  are  three  ways  for  the 
Profession  to  treat  the  question  of  Homoeopathy 

First. — To  investigate  its  claims  with  the  single 
purpose  and  with  an  honest  desire  of  finding  out  the 
truth ; this  has  been  the  course  taken  by  many 
honourable  minded,  high  principled  men,  sincerely 
bent  upon  ascertaining  for  themselves  whether  the 
claim  of  Homoeopathy  to  be  a very  great  improve- 
ment on  the  old  practice  of  medicine  be  just  and 
incontrovertible,  or  not ; and  the  result  has  been  the 
abandonment  of  the  old  practice,  and  the  acceptance 
of  the  new.  It  is  noteworthy  that  among  all  the 
opponents  of  Homoeopathy  who  may  have  studied 
the  system,  and  perhaps  made  themselves  acquainted 
with  its  principles,  there  is  not  one  who  has  been 
able  from  his  own  personal  experience  to  refute  it  by 
the  publication  of  a single  case  of  failure  treated  in 
accordance  with  strict  Hahnemannian  precepts. 

Secondly. — To  adhere  to  the  old  practice  without 
passing  any  judgment  on  the  new,  of  which  they  do 
not  profess  nor  desire  to  know  anything  ; this,  under 
some  circumstances,  may  possibly  be  an  allowable 
alternative. 

Thirdly. — In  utter  ignorance  of  the  system  to 
mis-represent  it,  to  call  it  Quackery,  and  to  stigma- 
tize as  Quacks,  their  professional  brethren  who,  after 


due  examination,  have  adopted  its  principles  under 
the  conviction,  the  result  of  investigation,  that  they 
can  better  fulfil  the  duties  of  their  profession  by  the 
practice  of  Homoeopathy.  It  is  a melancholy  and 
humiliating  reflection  that  the  Opponents  of  Homoeo- 
pathy— men  of  liberal  education,  and  belonging  to 
a learned  profession — have  hitherto  confined  them- 
selves to  this  last  method  of  treating  the  question. 
Will  they  never  learn  that  abuse  is  not  argument  ? 
A Scottish  Advocate  once  received  in  Court  a slip  of 
paper  from  his  client  just  before  the  cause  was 
coming  on,  on  which  was  written  “We  have  no  case:— 
“Abuse  the  plaintiff.”  The  Opponents  of  Homoeopathy 
very  zealously  and  pertinaciously  act  upon  this  in- 
struction. Many  observers  of  the  controversy  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  they  do  so  for  the 
same  reason.  Their  persistence  in  this  course  is  a 
great  sin.  It  would  almost  seem  as  if  they  were 
given  up  to  judicial  blindness:  “A  deceived  heart 
“ hath  turned  them  aside,  so  that  they  cannot  say,  Is 
“ there  not  a lie  in  my  right  hand  ? ” Doctor  Jones 
directs  the  attention  of  the  pupils  at  page  10,  &c., 
to  the  power  of  imagination,  and  the  effects  of 
psychical  agencies  on  the  body,  and  proceeds  to  give 
illustrations  of  it ; Among  them  he  gives  an  anecdote 
of  a lady  who  consulted  a celebrated  Homoeopathic 
physician,  and  diligently  swallowed  certain  globules 
he  prescribed  for  her,  and  she  became  well : On  the 
husband,  who  had  been  absent,  returning  home,  he 
was  overjoyed  at  finding  his  sick  and  bed-ridden 
wife  up  and  well,  but  on  being  shewn  the  globules 
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remaining  of  those  she  had  taken,  he  found  that  they 
were  not  the  Homoeopathic  globules,  but  percussion 
pellets  for  his  gun.  Now  this  may  or  may  not  be 
true,  but  if  true,  what  has  it  to  do  with  Homoeopathy 
more  than  the  other  cases  mentioned  of  bread  pills,  &c. 
have  to  do  with  Allopathy.  I have  also  an  anecdote 
to  give  : A lady  was  in  the  country  with  her  children 
where  there  was  not  an  Homoeopathic  Practitioner  ; 
one  of  her  children  sickened  with  measles  or  some 
other  infantine  illness,  and  she  determined  to  treat 
him  Homceopathically ; she  had  only  one  of  the 
domestic  books  for  her  guide,  and  she  gave  the 
globules  recommended  ; but  she  called  in  the  medical 
man  of  the  place  that  she  might  learn  from  him  how 
the  child  progressed.  He  called  regularly,  sent  his 
physic  regularly,  and  daily  reported  the  child’s  state 
to  his  anxious  mother.  The  Doctor’s  physic  as  soon 
as  received  was  carefully  stowed  away  in  the  closet, 
the  child  recovered,  and  the  Doctor  congratulated 
the  mother  and  himself  on  the  promptitude  of  the 
cure.  The  lady,  I believe,  never  undeceived  him.  Now 
as  Dr.  Jones  asserts  that  the  notion  of  there  being 
any  efficacy  in  globules  is  of  course  utterly  without 
foundation , I offer  him  this  as  a most  remarkable 
instance  of  the  power  of  imagination — the  very  ex- 
traordinary feature  in  the  case  being  that  the  mother’s 
imagination  that  the  globules  would  cure  her  child 
acted  in  such  an  efficacious  although  unaccountable 
manner  on  the  child.  I really  do  not  think  a more 
wonderful  instance  of  the  power  of  imagination  could 
possibly  be  given.  In  the  latter  part  of  the  Address, 


Dr.  Jones  commends  to  the  Pupils  the  study  of  the 
Bible  for  their  rule  of  life,  and  the  hallowing  of  the 
Sabbath  as  having  a most  beneficial  influence  on 
mind  and  body ; and  these  most  excellent  recom- 
mendations on  the  most  momentous  of  all  subjects 
we  will  hope  will  be  heartily  accepted  and  persever- 
ingly  acted  upon.  The  curiosity  of  some  of  the 
hearers  or  readers  of  the  Address  may  possibly  impel 
them  to  investigate  the  correctness  of  the  statements 
and  remarks  on  the  subject  of  Homoeopathy.  If  they 
do  so  in  a candid  unprejudiced  spirit  they  will  most 
surely  and  easily  detect  the  fallacy  of  his  reasoning 
(reasoning  ?)  and  the  unsoundness  of  his  judgment 
on  this  point.  These  are  the  observations  which  have 
occurred  to  me  on  a careful  perusal  of  the  Address. 
They  are  particularly  directed  to  that  part  which  the 
Reviewer  commends  to  the  general  reader  as  well 
worthy  of  attention,  observing  that  “ the  remarks  on 
“ Homoeopathy  are  very  good,  they  have  “ the  clear 
“ genuine  ring  of  sound  philosophy  and  simple  common 
“sense”  Vox  et  Prceteria  Nihil.  Where  did  this 
Reviewer  learn  his  philosophy?  and  whence  did  he 
acquire  his  simple  common  sense  ? I am  persuaded 
that  the  conclusion  of  all  impartial  persons  will  be  that 
the  remarks  on  Homoeopathy  in  the  Address  and  the 
commendation  of  them  by  the  Reviewer  are  utterly 
unworthy  the  attention  of  any  candid  mind— actually 
not  worth  the  paper  on  which  they  are  written.  The 
Professional  Opponents  of  Homoeopathy  may  most 
assuredly  depend  upon  this,  that  if  they  hope  to 
convince  the  Public  that  it  is  a fallacy,  they  must 


pursue  a very  different  eour.se  from  that  they  have 
hitherto  taken  ; and  he  who  ventures  to  offer  this 
advice  is  one  of  that  Public,  and  for  the  last  twenty 
years  has  never  had  any  medical  advice  for  himself 
and  family,  except  from  Homoeopathic  Physicians. 

I have  recommended  the  Opponents  of  Homoeo- 
pathy to  change  their  tactics,  but  I am  unable  to 
advise  what  that  change  should  be.  They  have  tried 
gross  misrepresentation,  virulent  abuse,  and  keen 
ridicule;  and  still  Homoeopathy  remains  a Fact,  and 
the  practice  of  it  continues  to  extend.  The  prospect 
before  its  Opponents  is  not  encouraging  certainly. 
The  time  has  passed  when  assertions  ex-catliedra  will 
be  acquiesced  in  without  inquiry.  That  such  is  the 
case  is,  no  doubt,  very  provoking  and  embarrassing  to 
the  Opponents  of  Homoeopathy,  or  of  any  other  truth, 
who  desire  their  assertions  to  be  assented  to,  merely 
upon  their  authority  ; but  education  is  spreading 
among  the  people,  and  with  it  common  sense  and  the 
exercise  of  individual  judgment,  to  the  decision  of 
which  all  pretensions  whether  well  or  ill-founded 
must  as  a necessary  consequence  be  subjected. 

I).  SCOTT-SMITH 


loth  January,  1800. 


A Letter  from  the  Author  to  Dr.  C.  HANDFIELD 
JONES,  M.B.,  Cantab,  F.R.S. 


Sir, 

I send  you  a copy  of  a few  Comments, 
which  the  love  of  truth  that  should  animate  all  men 
has  impelled  me  to  publish  on  the  Remarks  on 
Homoeopathy  contained  in  your  recent  Address  to 
the  St.  Mary’s  Hospital  Medical  School.  There  are 
two  or  three  points  however  which  I have  omitted 
to  notice.  You  “ observe  that  the  main  cause  of  bur 
“ refusing  to  have  anything  to  do  with  Homoeopathy 
“ or  its  Professors  is  because  they  take  up  as  a fund- 
“ amental  part  of  their  Therapeutics  that  the  more 
“a  substance  is  attenuated  the  stronger  are  its  effects.” 
This  is  the  reverse  of  the  truth  in  the  sense  in  which 
you  use  the  word  attenuated  ; and  you  go  on  to  say 
that  it  is  “ simply  impossible  to  co-operate  ” with 
persons  acting  upon  such  a principle.  It  is  re- 
peatedly and  ostentatiously  paraded  before  the 
Public  that  “ We,” — the  Professional  Opponents  of 
Homoeopathy — “ refuse  to  meet  those  who  practise 
“ it  in  consultation.”  It  is  open  to  the  gravest  doubt 
whether  the  Homoeopath  ever  has  the  slightest 
desire  of  meeting  an  Allopath  in  consultation.  It 
is  possible  that  at  the  earnest  request  of  a patient’s 
friends  he  may  have  expressed  his  willingness  to 
meet  their  wishes  ; and  Ave  will  suppose— a very 
Adolent  supposition  certainly — but  avc  will  suppose 
that  an  Allopath,  perhaps  out  of  private  friendship 
for  the  family,  condescends  to  meet  the  Homoeopath 
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in  consultation.  We  will  assume  that  they  have 
both  passed  in  a highly  satisfactory  manner  the 
examination  in  that  branch  of  Medical  Science 
which  relates  to  Pathology.  To  do  the  Profession 
justice,  they  have  certainly  attained  to  a high 
degree  of  knowledge  on  this  point.  Their  failure 
is  in  Therapeutics.  It  is  small  consolation  to  a 
patient  to  have  his  illness  very  accurately  described 
without  having  at  the  same  time  any  reliable  as- 
surance that  the  physic  prescribed  will  cure  him. 
But  to  return — The  Allopath  and  the  Homoeopath 
will  probably  perfectly  agree  in  the  diagnosis  of 
the  complaint,  but  cut  bono  ? when  they  come  to 
consult  about  the  treatment  they,  as  you  most 
truly  observe,  “have  no  common  ground  of  action.” 
The  Allopath  would  prescribe  from  the  Pharma- 
copoeia, which  the  Homoeopath  has  long  since  cast 
aside  as  useless  as  an  old  almanac  ; and  the  Homoeo- 
path would  prescribe  from  his  Materia  Medica  of 
which  the  Allopath  is  practically  as  utterly  ignorant 
as  if  it  were  written  in  Hebrew  or  Chinese.  Further 
you  ask  “ Who  are  more  ready  to  adopt  and  test 
“every  new  proposal  for  the  cure  of  disease  than 
“ Medical  Practitioners  or  more  ready  to  proclaim 
“ the  virtues  of  any  means  that  approves  itself  on 
“fair  investigation.”  It  is  perfectly  astounding  that 
such  an  assertion  should  be  made  when  the  fact  is 
that  they  obstinately  and  pertinaciously  refuse  to 
investigate  the  claims  of  Homoeopathy  although  in- 
vited, and  every  facility  offered  to  them  by  its  Prac- 
titioners. Then  you  instance  three  or  four  remedies 
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which  “ were  received  with  open  arms  by  the  Pro- 
“ fession.”  Let  me  add  a remark  in  the  name  of 
the  Profession.  I cannot  say  I have  their  authority 
exactly,  but  as  it  is  a true  one,  they  of  course  will 
not  object.  “ These  remedies  were  received  with 
“ open  arms  by  us  because  they  have  been  tested  and 
“ found  beneficial.  We  cannot  certainly  assign  any 
“ scientific  reason  why  they  should  be  beneficial, 
“ neither  indeed  can  we  with  respect  to  most  of  our 
“ remedies,  but  as  they  have  as  good  a claim  as  the 
“ others  we  will  admit  them  into  our  Pharmacopoeia.” 
Why  not  ? Who  can  possibly  object  ? But  what  is 
this  but  still  groping  in  the  dark.  Pure  Empiricism — 
or  to  use  your  own  expression  more  correctly  than  you 
yourself  have  done — “ A Phase  of  Quackery.”  This 
term  you  have  applied  to  Homoeopathic  Therapeutics 
claimed  to  be  and  reasons  given  by  those  perfectly 
qualified  to  form  a sound  judgment,  strictly  and 
purely  scientific.  Surely  you  will  scarcely  have  the 
hardihood  to  advance  such  a claim  for  Allopathic 
Therapeutics  when  some  of  the  most  eminent  men 
in  the  Profession — of  the  old  School — have  avowed 
their  conviction  that  nothing  can  be  more  unsatisfac- 
tory than  this  branch  of  Medical  Science.  The  conduct 
of  the  Professional  Opponents  of  Homoeopathy  sug- 
gests a doubt  whether  they  have  intellectual  power 
to  grasp  the  grand  truth  discovered  by  Hahnemann. 
They  are  offered  an  overwlielmning  mass  of  evidence 
in  demonstration  of  it.  They  refuse  to  examine  that 
evidence,  and  consequently  they  commit  the  most 
puerile  and  ludicrous  blunders  which  men  must  in- 
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evitably  fall  into  who  express  opinions  upon  a sub- 
ject of  which  they  are  profoundly  ignorant.  And 
these  men  would  fain  be  looked  up  to  as  devoted  to 
the  pursuit  of  true  science.  One  more  remark  : — 
You  observe  that  you  believe  that  the  absurdity  of 
the  dogma  of  “infinitesimal  doses  “is  felt  pretty 
keenly  by  some  of  the  tribe”  (You  do  your  cause  no 
good  in  speaking  thus  contemptuously  of  your  Oppo- 
nents, who  alike  from  their  position  and  attainments 
are  entitled  to  be  treated  with  respect.  Do  you  not 
somewhat  hazard  your  personal  claim  to  be  so 
treated  by  your  whole  proceeding  in  this  matter  ?) 
It  is  absolutely  and  utterly  untrue  that  any  Homoeo- 
path has  the  slightest  feeling  of  the  kind.  He  has 
proved  the  truth  of  it.  You  seem  to  be  incapable 
of  distinguishing  between  an  accident  and  the 
essential  principle  of  Homoeopathy  ; the  question 
of  dose  is  one  entirely  governed  by  experience,  it  is 
purely  a question  of  practice  in  no  way  whatever 
affecting  the  principle  ; and  it  is  a great  delusion  to 
conclude  that  if  that  were  abandoned  the  “public 
‘ 'would  utterly  fail  to  distinguish  between  us” — between 
the  Homoeopath  and  the  Allopath,  in  other  words 
between  the  true  and^fallacious — between  the  clear 
ring  of  the  sound  philosophy  of  the  one  and  the  weak 
pretensions  of  the  other  to  the  claim  of  true  science 
at  all. 

I am,  Sir, 

Your  Obedient  Servant, 

D.  SCOTT-SMITH. 

Hamcell , 

3rd  February,  1866. 


